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somehow "cheatgl on how much we havgroposed to pend. We are offended/ltthis siggestion, and will take careful note of
those Senators who vote for this amendment. We hasfeadiscretionar spendirg, but we gecifically and correctt allow
emegeng spendirg in excess of those ps. How can it be called "cheagihto exercise that authoyi?

That point aside, the basipremise of this amendment is that when egargy spendirg is necessgr the outly costs of
regponding to that need should gnbe outside of thependirg caps in theyear that the need occurs. For instance, if an qaake
were to cause tens of billions of dollars in dgea California this summer, gmelief given before October 1 could be egemng/
spendirg, but all budet authoriy used after October 1 would have to perg under the bugkt cgs, meanig that other gendirg
would have to be reduced commensuyatel

On this bill, most of the emgencg/ spendirg is for unantigbated costs in the Middle East (in pease to Saddam Hussein's
interference with wgaons ingections) and in Bosnia (when \wassed the Defenseppropriations bill lastyear, we egected the
Bosnia deloyment to end this summer, but President Clinton has decided it is ngdessamtinue that gpensive dployment
indefinitely). Both of those emgengy, unexpected costs hpgpened thigyear, but their costs will stretch over sevemdrs. For
instance, it will cost $250 million nexear to redgloy those forces that had to be rushed to the Middle East. Our dwindlitary
forces are at their ginest geratirg tenpo since World War Il. We cannot cut back furtherpensonnel costs, nor can we cut
operatirg costs. If we were tput this unepected defensependirg under nexyear's budet cas, lage cuts therefore would have
to be made iprocurement. When we are talgiabout pendirg, we are talkig about outlgs, not budet authoriy. Budget authoriy
for military procurement items igpically spent over severajears. For instance, if $1 billion in byet authoriy wereprovided
for jet fighters in ayear, it is likey that ony aquarter or less of that mop&vould actualy be pent in thatyear. Thereforgust to
cover the $250 milliopersonnel cost mentioned above, this amendment coylavedirrequire a reduction in militarprocurement
budget authoriy of $1 billion nextyear. Of course, the d¢ical alternative for the Defense patment would be toyrto pend as
much mong aspossible before the end of the fisgalar, in order to avoid cuts. The result would be much of thatyhgstiht
money would be pent unwisey.

Thouwgh we enphatically oppose this amendment, wgrae that itsgonsors have a valid concern. To an extentgt&ss knows
eachyear that it iggoing to have some emgencies to which it will have to rpsnd, and it should fgically set mong aside at the
beginning of theyear to address such emencies. Also, our collgmes are correct that the definition of thpppriate Federal
role in reponding to emegencies has g@andedgreatly in recentyears. We will work with our collees in devisig criteria to
follow in decidirg what constitutes an engeng that merits a Federal anse, and we will work with our collgaes in comig
up with planning ahead of time for emgencies, but we will notgiee to thigoroposal. Our collegues have identified jproblem,
but their solution would be damgiag, epecially to our defense gabilities, and should therefore bpposed.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

In his latest State of the Union address, President Clinton ngpemthised that anbudjet supluses that occur over the next
severalyears will be used to "save Social Seguiitst." Members from both sides of the aigir/e a standipovation in spport
of thatpromise. After havig been around thiparticular President for thegast Syears, man of us did not have the ghtest
expectation that he actuglhad ay intention of keping it. He got his gplause, but he of course has not madg legislative
proposals to stregthen Social Secusit and he has of course submitted adetigroposal that calls for new taxes and even more
new gendirg on proposals unrelated to Social Securitwhen we pplauded, we were notpglauding the President, we were
applauding theproposal. Cogress should make the Presidentgkisis promise ly refusirg to allow total pendirg to grow beyond
the amounts that have alrgdokeen greed to in the balanced yet agreement.

The Gramm/Santorum amendment would further that gnstdpping the President, and Cgress, from usig emegeng/
spendirg as a budet gimmick to increasependirg in excess of thependirg cgps. Under President Clinton, ergengy spendirg
eachyear has aveged more than $7 billion. President Clinton passen vey adet atpromisirg aid forpurposes and in amounts
well in excess of what historicgilhas beeprovided. Thosegendirg bills have often been lardeg with spendirg items that not
only have not been engang/ needs, thehave been so wasteful thatyheve alreaglbeen rgected in the rgular gpropriations
process. Thgreatgimmick of this emegeng spendirg is that it is not counted under the baticas. Therefore, Members and the
President are able to claim thatyttve limited pendirg when thg pass the rgular gpropriations bills, and then later in tiyear
they are able tgass deficit-pendirg bills full of special-interest jgendirg that wins the votes back home, and not one cent of that
deficit-oendirg is counted gainst the pendirg limits. Since Rpublicans took over Capess, thg have tried, and lgely
succeeded, in demandinffsets for emeageng sypplemental pendirg. This bill, thowh, does not even make the atptm

What realy needs to be done is to lyad ahead of time for natural disasters and otherpswgsd, unavoidable pgnses. Also,
the Federal role needs to be clgaltfined, and Cagress should not consider gaissproposals that exceed the definition. In this
instance, most of thgandirg is related to Bosnia. No onepected this President to follow Cgness' clear desire et American
forces out of that countr When wepassed the defensppopriations bill lastyear, we would havgiven almost ayp odds that we
would be considerma syplemental topay for Bosnia erations and otherperations later in thgear.
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We are not pposing giving this mong--it must begiven. Neither are we in grway defendirg the inadgquate defense bill that
we passed--that bill should have beeméarto include the funds that we knew would tsuineed for gerations, and it should have
been lager for a wide varigtof other reasons as well, includito increasg@rocurementprovide better wges and livig conditions,
increase trainig, and adgersonnel to reduceperatirg tenpos. The realit, though, is that we made a deal on how much we would
spend over the next severngars, includig on defense, and we should honor that degbuRécans took over Cagness and
balanced the bugt, but that is ol the first stp. The hardepart isgoing to be dealig with the debt and kg the county
solvent when Social Secuyristartspaying out hundreds of billions of dollars more egear than it collects in taxes.

We do not ppose real emgeng/ spendirg. If a sudden need arises, if funginas not been set aside for such a sudden need
ahead of time, and there is not time to idgntiffsets, we shouldive the aid immediatgland wory about how tgay for it later.
Further, we gree that for bugetary reasons it does not make senseytoatpay for a sudden goense at the end of a fisgadar out
of an @eng/'s remainig budget authoriy. If for instance, angeng/ has $100 million in bugkt authoriy remainirg, and $100
million needs to be allocated give emegengy aid that is under itgrisdiction, it does not make sense tp theat evey cent of that
ageng/'s remainig budhet authoriy needs to be transferred, leayimothirg for pay, administration, or othgrograms. The same
logic does not pply, however, when r@gendirg to an emeageng/ months oears after the fact. There is nodgenan "emegeng."
Certainy there are remaingicosts that can last for some time, but those costs can and should be included igghe bud

It is obviousy too late to buget for this emegeng spendirg bill ahead of time for thigear, but it is not too late to enact a fix
that would have the same effect for futyears as thagh we had setpuan emegeng fund. Rowghly one-third of the Federal
Budget, or $550 million, is discretiomnaspendirg that is under thependirg caps. About $250 billion of that amount is defense
spendirg. Thus, if less than gercent of lasyear's gpropriation bill had beeput into a emegeng/ fund we would not even need
to be considerigthis bill.

The Gramm/Santorum amendment would effegficetate that emgency fund lyear late. Outlgs for thisyear would not be
covered, because if thevere it would causgreat disrptions with defenseperations, as gtained above. However, ouflaover
the next fewyears can and should be worked into thegetidDoirg so would make us liveputo our commitment in the bgdt
agreement not to increaspendirg. Instead of usipthe eyected budet supluses over the next seveyalars to increasgendirg,
we should use them to save Social Segiirst. We therefore strahy support this amendment.



